The Dual Control Model of sexual response (DCM) suggests that sexual excitation and associated behaviors are the result of the balance between excitatory and inhibitory mechanisms, relatively independent, present in the central nervous system ([@bib0010], [@bib0020]). This theoretical model is based on the assumption that individuals differ in their propensity for sexual excitement or sexual inhibition. Thus, high levels of sexual inhibition are associated with a greater likelihood of developing sexual dysfunctions ([@bib0015], [@bib0160]), particularly if high sexual inhibition is paired with low levels of sexual excitation ([@bib0030]). In contrast, low levels of sexual inhibition increase the probability of participating in risky sexual behaviors ([@bib0035], [@bib0155]), especially if sexual excitation is high ([@bib0040]).

Based on this theoretical model, the Sexual Inhibition/Sexual Excitation Scales (SIS/SES; [@bib0125]) were developed to assess variation in individual propensity for becoming sexually excited or inhibited. These scales, originally developed for males, have a three-factor structure. The items of the first factor, *Sexual Excitation* (SES), refer to tactile, olfactory, visual, and imaginary stimuli, as well as sexually exciting social interactions. Items in *Sexual Inhibition* are divided into two factors: (a) *Inhibition due to the threat of performance failure* (SIS1) and (b) *Inhibition due to the threat of performance consequences* (SIS2). SIS1 and SIS2 items reflect situations in which sexual excitation could disappear because of an intra or interpersonal threat (e.g., losing an erection easily, problems in sexual performance, distractions, negative consequences of sex, physical and psychological damage, etc.). Correlations between SES and the two SIS factors were low, which suggests that *Sexual Inhibition* and *Sexual Excitation* are relatively independent. In addition, a significant but modest correlation revealed a slight overlap between the two scales of *Sexual Inhibition* ([@bib0125]). Higher SES scores predict less sexual satisfaction in married couples ([@bib0140]). Furthermore, SES has been positively related to a greater number of sexual partners, use of alcohol and drugs in sexual situations, casual sex, and negatively related to using contraceptive methods (see [@bib0110]). For its part, SIS1 predicted erectile difficulty ([@bib0015]), premature ejaculation, low sexual desire ([@bib0025]) and has been related to unprotected sex ([@bib0180]) and to having suffered sexual aggression ([@bib0065]). Furthermore, SIS1 together with SIS2 predicted the probability of having one night stands ([@bib0035]), of using aggressive methods to have sexual relations ([@bib0190]) and has been linked to unprotected sex ([@bib0180]). Hereupon, SIS2 predicted the number of sexual partners without using condoms ([@bib0035]).

Subsequently, SIS/SES were applied to a sample of 1,067 female university students ([@bib0060]), and an acceptable fit of the original three-factor model was obtained. When the scores in this sample of women were compared with those of male college students, it was observed that males had higher SES scores whereas women had higher SIS1 and SIS2 scores. Therefore, [@bib0100] developed a scale specifically designed for women, which questioned whether the items in the SIS/SES are equally suited to use with women and whether they faithfully represent sexual excitement and inhibition in females ([@bib0105]). The following assumptions were used to develop a new scale for women: (a) sexual inhibition is more present in women than in men ([@bib0050], [@bib0145]); (b) threats are different for women than for men (e.g., anxiety regarding body image, reputation, relationship problems, etc.; see [@bib0150]); and (c) SIS/SES focus extensively on genital response, which in women may be less relevant. In fact, there is no clear distinction between sexual excitation and genital response ([@bib0105], [@bib0150]).

The new instrument, the *Sexual Excitation/Sexual Inhibition Inventory for Women* (SESII-W; [@bib0100]) was developed from data obtained from nine focus groups with women of different ages, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. The data elicited from these groups explored the concept of sexual arousal, the relationship between excitation and sexual interest, and the factors that activate or inhibit sexual excitation ([@bib0105]). A total of 115 items were obtained and were administered to 655 female university students and university workers. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed and it resulted in a version of 36 items divided into eight factors (cf. [@bib0100]): *Arousability, Relationship Importance, Sexual Power Dynamics, Concerns about Sexual Function, Arousal Contingency, Partner Characteristics, Setting*, and *Smell*. An EFA was then performed with the eight factors. This resulted in the identification of two higher-order factors: *Sexual Excitation* (SE) and *Sexual Inhibition* (SI). The coefficients of internal consistency were .70 and .55 for SE and SI, respectively, and ranged between .63 and .80 for the different sub-factors. Test-retest reliability was adequate for the eight-factor model as well as the two-factor model. Although the higher-order structure was simpler and more closely related to the underlying theoretical model, the authors decided to use the multifactorial structure in subsequent investigations because the eight factors were more informative and better predicted variables of interest compared with higher-order factors ([@bib0100]).

The evidence of convergent and discriminant validity was also appropriate ([@bib0100]). Erotophilia and sexual sensation seeking positively correlated with SE and negatively correlated with SI. These results were similar to those of [@bib0055], and [@bib0240]. In women from the general population, *Concerns about Sexual Function* and *Arousal Contingency* were found to predict general sexual problems, such as low sexual interest, as well as the difficulty of becoming aroused and having an orgasm ([@bib0210]). Moreover, difficulty to orgasm was negatively predicted by *Relationship Importance* and positively by *Sexual Power Dynamics* ([@bib0210]). [@bib0055] observed lower levels of SE and higher levels of SI in women with sexual problems, as compared with the control group. Conversely, SE scores also positively correlated with the Female Sexual Function Index whereas, in the case of SI scores, the correlation was negative. Similar results were subsequently obtained by [@bib0240]. Furthermore, high SE and low SI predicted sexual risk-taking ([@bib0230]).

The SESII-W has been translated, adapted, and validated in several countries. These adaptations of SESII-W in other contexts showed adequate indicators of reliability and an eight-factor structure, similar to the original study. This was true for both the Dutch validation ([@bib0055]) and German validation ([@bib0240]). In Spain the SESII-W had not been adapted to the Spanish population. Therefore, the objective of this study was to investigate the psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the SESII-W: factor structure, reliability of internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and some evidences of the validity of its measures. The following hypotheses will be tested:-Factorial structure similar to the original version ([@bib0100]). Eight primary factors -four factors of sexual excitation and four factors of sexual inhibition- and two higher order factors (*Sexual Excitation*-SE and *Sexual Inhibition*-SI) will be obtained.-SE and sub-factors will be related positively with sexual sensation seeking, erotophilia ([@bib0055], [@bib0070], [@bib0100], [@bib0240]) and number of sexual partners ([@bib0110]), and negatively with age at first sexual intercourse ([@bib0110]). SI and sub-factors will be related in a manner contrary to these variables.

Method {#sec0005}
======

Participants {#sec0010}
------------

The sample, obtained by convenience sampling, consisted of 1,380 Spanish heterosexual women, divided into two subsamples: university students (Sample 1; 50.72%) and general population (Sample 2; 49.28%). Inclusion criteria were: being female, being 18 years old or older and being heterosexual. These criteria were based on the characteristics of the sample from the original study, in which women were adults and heterosexual orientation was predominant ([@bib0100]). [Table 1](#tbl0005){ref-type="table"} shows the socio-demographic characteristics of both samples. In this study, 130 participants from Sample 1 and 54 participants from Sample 2 answered the scale at three different times (at 4 and 8 weeks after the first time). University students (*n *= 130) who answered three times did not differ from those who answered only once in: age (*t*~711~= 0.76, *p* = .446); age at first intercourse (*t*~641~= -1.27, *p* = .204); number of sexual partners (*t*~619~= -0.98, *p* = .326); and current relationship status (*χ*^*2*^= 3.01, *p* = .08). In the same way, general population women (*n *= 54) who answered three times did not differ either from those who answered only once in: age (*t*~64.79~= -0.13, *p* = .188); age at first intercourse (*t*~58.54~ = -0.43, *p* = .669); number of sexual partners (*t*~61.02~ = -0.39, *p* = .699); and current relationship status (*χ*^*2*^= 0.53, *p* = .467).Table 1Sample characteristics.Table 1VariablesSample 1. University students\
(*n* = 700)Sample 2.\
General population (*n* = 680)*Mean age (SD)*20.13 (1.80)34.12 (9.86) Range18-2518-52  *Education* None--0.3% Primary Education--5.9% Secondary Education--30.5% Some college or college degree100%63.3%  *Mean age at first sexual intercourse (SD)*16.56 (1.54)18.36 (2.83)  *Currently in a relationship* Yes53.4%71.6% No46.6%28.4%  *Mean number of sexual partners (SD)*3.71 (4.27)6.21 (6.20)

Instruments {#sec0015}
===========

-Socio-demographic and Sexual History Questionnaire, which was used to collect information regarding the participants' age, education level, sexual orientation, relationship status, age at first intercourse, and number of sexual partners.-Sexual Excitation/Sexual Inhibition Inventory for Women (SESII-W; [@bib0100]), consisting of 36 items rated on a four-point Likert scale: 1 = *strongly disagree*; 2 = *disagree*; 3 = *agree*; and 4 = *strongly agree*. The characteristics of this questionnaire have been described in the Introduction.-Spanish version of the Sexual Sensation Seeking Scale (SSSS; [@bib0130]) of [@bib0215]. The scale was composed of 10 items assessing sexual sensation seeking with a Likert scale from 1 (*not at all like me*) to 4 (*very much like me*). Higher scores indicated greater sensation seeking. The authors reported appropriate reliability, with Cronbach\'s alpha values greater than .75. In this study the reliability was .76 and .78 in Sample 1 and Sample 2, respectively.-Spanish short version of the Sexual Opinion Survey ([@bib0090]) of [@bib0235] in which the six items that assess erotophilia are rated on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (*strongly disagree*) to 7 (*strongly agree*). Its internal consistency reliability is .74, and it has excellent validity indicators. In this study, Cronbach\'s alpha values of .72 in Sample 1 and .74 in Sample 2 were obtained.

Procedure {#sec0020}
=========

As recommended by [@bib0165], a forward-translation of the items was made from English into Spanish. This translation was executed by two experts in sexuality research with high English proficiency and knowledge in psychometrics and in the construction of questionnaires. This initial translation was then revised by a bilingual psychologist, expert in sexuality. Once the translation was executed, the original version and the Spanish version were sent to a panel of five experts in psychological assessment and sexuality research to assess understanding and the conceptual equivalence degree of each item. When there was not at least 85% agreement in regards to the content comprehension or equivalence of an item, it was changed as suggested by the experts. This occurred in the case of 19 items. The Spanish scale was then given to 10 women university students and 10 women from the Spanish general population to test whether the items were clearly expressed and understandable. After modifying one of the items, the final version of the scale was obtained.

From January to April 2013, the final Spanish version of the SESII-W was administered by well-trained evaluators to university students and general population in southern Spain. Participation was voluntary, and the anonymity and confidentiality of answers was guaranteed. Students were evaluated collectively in a classroom and the general population both individually (shopping malls, parks, stations, etc.) and collectively (community centers and associations). Both evaluations were always carried out in the presence of an evaluator in case doubts arose. Everyone who decided to contribute to the study, read and signed an informed consent. After answering the scales, participants returned them in a sealed envelope to the evaluators. The estimated time to complete the questionnaires was 15 minutes.

The test-retest reliability was carried out with university students in their respective classrooms at three different times in the presence of an evaluator. In the first session, each participant was given three copies of the SESII-W, along with the informed consent form. All documents had the same code, as well as the exact date of the second and third administrations (at 4 and 8 weeks, respectively) that had to be administered in a group in class. After answering the scales, students put them in a sealed envelope and delivered them to the evaluator. Unlike the university population, data collection for the test-retest reliability in the general population was performed individually at the three established time intervals. This study was approved by the Ethics Committee on Human Research of the University of Granada.

Data analysis {#sec0025}
=============

CFA of Sample 1 was used to test the factorial solution in [@bib0100], which consisted of eight primary factors and two higher-order factors. Items with a low load were then eliminated, and an alternative model was proposed. Following the recommendations on scale validation ([@bib0175]) and generalization of models ([@bib0075]), the selection of items was carried out, based on the adjusted model in the sample of university students. Subsequently, this same model was applied to a sample of subjects from the general population. Sample 1 was used with university students for being more homogeneous in terms of socio-demographic characteristics (age, education level, etc.). The factorial structure was put to test in Sample 2 with similar characteristics to the ones in the [@bib0100] study. The factorial analyses were performed with M-plus version 7.3 ([@bib0170]) using polychoric correlations with a WLSMV estimator because of the ordinal nature of the items. Items with loads lower than .40 and a high error variance were eliminated. The goodness of fit of the models was evaluated by estimating the χ^2^/degree freedom (χ^2^/df), Root Mean Square Error (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI).

Results {#sec0030}
=======

Factor structure: Confirmatory Factor Analysis {#sec0035}
----------------------------------------------

The fit indices of the two higher-level dimensions of the model proposed by [@bib0100] were found to be inadequate in Sample 1 ([@bib0135]): adjustment coefficient *χ*^*2*^ = 2402.35, *df* = 582, *p *\< .001; RMSEA = .065 (.062, .068), CFI = .779 and TLI = .761. The reason was the low load of almost half of the items in the factors. Consequently, an alternative model was proposed removing the items with low variance and inconsistent with the content of factors in which they loaded, such as the following: item 3 (*Having sex in a different setting than usual is a real turn on for me*)*;* item 15 (S*eeing an attractive partner\'s naked body really turns me on);* and item 30 (*Certain hormonal changes definitely increase my sexual arousal*). The final version of the scale consisted of 33 items. Furthermore, it was believed that some items could load in two factors. Thus, the model included two items that loaded in *Arousability* and *Relationship Importance*; one item that loaded in *Arousability* and *Sexual Power Dynamics;* and another that loaded in *Arousability* and *Partner Characteristics*. Still another item loaded in *Sexual Power Dynamics* and *Setting*, and another in *Arousal Contingency* and *Concerns about Sexual Function*. Regarding the second-order structure, three sub-factors *Sexual Power Dynamics, Setting*, and *Concerns about Sexual Function* loaded in both SE and SI.

As shown in [Figure 1](#fig0005){ref-type="fig"}, the 33-item model included in SE: *Arousability* (items 11, 15, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, and 29); *Sexual Power Dynamics* (items 2, 5, 25, and 26); *Smell* (items 20 and 21), and *Partner Characteristics* (items 4, 7, and 9). And the model included in SI factor: *Setting* (items 3, 6, and 12); *Relationship Importance* (items 1, 10, 13, 14, 19, and 30); *Arousal Contingency* (items 27, 31, 32, and 33), and *Concerns about Sexual Function* (items 8, 16, and 28). Subsequently, the fit of this same model was examined for Sample 2 (see [Figure 2](#fig0010){ref-type="fig"} and [Appendix](#sec0070){ref-type="sec"}). It was decided to cluster the items that loaded in two sub-factors into the one with higher factorial weight.Figure 1Standardized factor loadings of Confirmatory Factor Analysis in Sample 1.Figure 2Standardized factor loadings of Confirmatory Factor Analysis in Sample 2.

The global adjustment coefficient improved substantially in Sample 1 (*χ*^*2*^ = 1047.06, *df *= 477, *p *\< .00001, and Sample 2 (*χ*^*2*^ = 1206.79, *df* = 477, *p *\< .00001). The indices show a good fit to this model, both in Sample 1: RMSEA = .041 (.038, .045), CFI = .920 and TLI = .912, and in Sample 2: RMSEA = .048 (.044, .051), CFI = .911 and TLI = .901.

The correlations between the two higher-order factors were significant and negative in both samples (Sample 1: *r *= -.19, *p *\< .001; Sample 2: *r *= -.34, *p* \< .001). [Table 2](#tbl0010){ref-type="table"} shows the correlations between the eight factors in both samples, which in general were in the expected direction.Table 2Correlations among the eight lower-order factors in samples 1 and 2 (controlled for age).Table 2ArousabilitySexual power dynamicsSmellPartner characteristicsSettingRelationship importanceArousal contingencyConcerns about sexual functionArousability--.40[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.43[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.41[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.20[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.17[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.10[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.11[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Sexual power dynamics.37[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--.22[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.20[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.26[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.21[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.17[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.01Smell.54[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.26[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--.33[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.14[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.07−.03.13[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Partner characteristics.45[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.21[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.42[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--−.08[\*](#tblfn0010){ref-type="table-fn"}−.04−.01.17[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Setting (unusual/unconcealed)−.35[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.35[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.29[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.20[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--.38[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.24[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.18[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Relationship importance−.24[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.29[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.21[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.07.36[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--.21[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.23[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Arousal contingency−.19[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.15[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.16[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}−.05.20[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.26[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--.37[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}Concerns about sexual function.05−.07.03.11[\*](#tblfn0010){ref-type="table-fn"}.14[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.24[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}.29[\*\*](#tblfn0005){ref-type="table-fn"}--[^1][^2][^3]

Item analysis and reliability {#sec0040}
=============================

[Table 3](#tbl0015){ref-type="table"} shows the analysis of the items in the Spanish version of SESII-W (i.e., means, standard deviations, corrected item-total correlations, and Cronbach\'s alpha if the items were deleted) clustered into the factors derived by means of CFA. The results show the mean around the theoretical midpoint of the scale (i.e., 2.00; a minimum value is 1.72 and a maximum value is 3.23 in Sample 1, and a minimum is 1.74 and a maximum is 3.42 in Sample 2) and standard deviations very close to 1.00. The corrected item-total correlations were equal/greater than .30 ([@bib0185]), except for items 1 and 25 in Sample 1, and item 15 in Sample 2.Table 3Item analyses.Table 3Sample 1Sample 2Factor/items*MSDr*^*c*^~*i-t*~*α-iαMSDr*^*c*^~*i-t*~*α-iα*Sexual Excitation (SE)45.156.99.8248.717.94.84Arousability22.083.93.7523.893.89.74112.960.80.47.723.150.77.50.70152.830.77.33.752.930.84.17.76173.040.76.38.743.260.77.38.72183.070.75.48.723.420.70.42.72222.680.79.58.702.880.83.59.68232.500.91.37.752.850.94.41.72242.350.82.46.732.540.79.50.70292.650.87.54.712.870.90.53.69Sexual Power Dynamics10.362.60.5810.962.77.6422.720.96.44.443.080.95.42.5852.810.98.43.442.931.02.50.51252.211.05.28.572.251.06.39.60262.620.93.30.552.700.96.39.60Smell5.711.56.675.941.58.73203.020.86.50--3.130.83.57--212.690.94.50--2.800.95.57--Partner Characteristics7.612.15.707.942.35.7342.260.98.48.652.411.04.52.6972.480.89.52.592.640.96.53.6792.870.84.54.572.890.91.61.58Sexual Inhibition (SI)43.326.97.7842.016.99.76Setting (unusual or unconcealed)8.862.27.638.412.29.6232.971.08.42.552.851.03.46.4762.711.02.46.492.660.99.40.56123.180.89.43.542.901.01.43.53Relationship Importance18.083.53.6817.493.60.6813.010.88.26.682.980.95.37.64102.631.11.44.632.451.11.39.64133.191.02.38.653.021.02.37.64143.230.93.38.653.160.97.39.63193.040.81.47.622.910.87.43.62303.000.93.54.592.970.90.47.61Arousal Contingency7.842.53.757.822.51.72272.141.00.46.732.020.96.45.70311.870.79.61.641.890.81.55.63322.110.84.53.682.160.86.54.64331.720.74.55.671.740.76.50.66Concerns about Sexual Function8.372.02.618.352.03.5682.610.95.40.552.601.00.36.46162.830.90.39.562.790.93.38.43282.930.85.48.432.970.85.36.46[^4]

As for the reliability of the scales, we examined both their internal consistency (Cronbach\'s alpha; [Table 3](#tbl0015){ref-type="table"}), and the 4-week (Time 1 to Time 2) and 8-week (Time 1 to Time 3) test-retest reliabilities. [Table 4](#tbl0020){ref-type="table"} shows the correlations between Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 1 to Time 3.Table 4Four-week and eight-week test-retest reliability for SESII-W.Table 4Sample 1Sample 2T1--T2\
(4 weeks)\
*n* = 130T1--T3\
(8 weeks)\
*n* = 130T1--T2\
(4 weeks)\
*n* = 54T1--T3\
(8 weeks)\
*n* = 54Sexual Excitation (SE).79.72.83.80*Arousability*.69.64.86.72*Sexual Power Dynamics*.81.73.79.78*Smell*.59.57.76.70*Partner Characteristics*.73.63.77.75Sexual Inhibition (SI).84.80.80.70*Setting (unusual or unconcealed)*.65.65.56.48*Relationship Importance*.77.76.83.66*Arousal Contingency*.83.74.65.64*Concerns about Sexual Function*.68.60.57.57[^5]

External validity {#sec0045}
=================

As reflected in the results from both samples, erotophilia and sexual sensation seeking positively correlated with SE and its sub-factors, and negatively with SI and its sub-factors, except for *Concerns about Sexual Function*. In general, the correlations between age at first sexual intercourse and number of sexual partners with different SESII-W factors showed the direction expected. There was no relationship between age at first sexual intercourse and *Arousability*, *Smell*, *Partner Characteristics* and *Setting* in Sample 1, and *Smell* and *Partner Characteristics* in Sample 2. Regarding the number of sexual partners, no relationship was found with *Smell* and *Concerns about Sexual Function* in Sample 1 ([Table 5](#tbl0025){ref-type="table"}).Table 5Correlations among the eight lower-order factors in Samples 1 and 2 (controlled for age).Table 5Sample 1Sample 2FactorsErotophiliaSexual sensation seekingAge at first sexual intercourseNumber of sexual partnersErotophiliaSexual sensation seekingAge at first sexual intercourseNumber of sexual partnersSexual Excitation.46[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.61[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.10[\*](#tblfn0020){ref-type="table-fn"}.21[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.48[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.64[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.16[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.31[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Arousability*.43[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.53[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.04.17[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.44[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.58[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.19[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.26[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Sexual Power Dynamics*.29[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.52[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.15[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.14[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.35[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.54[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.12[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.22[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Smell*.24[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.31[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.03.08.32[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.40[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.08.20[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Partner Characteristics*.28[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.30[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.03.20[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.25[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.28[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.02.23[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}Sexual Inhibition−.20[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.34[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.17[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.22[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.34[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.40[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.21[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.39[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Setting (unusual/unconcealed)*−.19[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.37[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.07−.13[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.26[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.44[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.11\*−.23[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Relationship Importance*−.20[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.34[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.14[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.28[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.29[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.33[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.20[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.38[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Arousal Contingency*−.19[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.18[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.12[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.10[\*](#tblfn0020){ref-type="table-fn"}−.29[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.24[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.13[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.24[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}*Concerns about Sexual Function*.11[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}.02.12[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}−.02−.02.01.11[\*](#tblfn0020){ref-type="table-fn"}−.12[\*\*](#tblfn0015){ref-type="table-fn"}[^6][^7][^8]

Discussion {#sec0050}
==========

After translating and linguistically adapting the SESII-W, we tested the model of eight factors grouped into two higher-order dimensions of *Sexual Excitation* (SE) and *Sexual Inhibition* (SI) as proposed in the original study ([@bib0100]). A CFA for a population of university students resulted in a version of the scale consisting of 33 items, divided into eight factors: four for SE (*Arousability, Sexual Power Dynamics, Smell*, and *Partner Characteristics*) and four for SI (*Setting, Relationship Importance, Arousal Contingency*, and *Concerns about Sexual Function*). A second CFA for women from the general population also showed good fit indices. This factorial structure fit the DCM ([@bib0010], [@bib0020]), which was the theoretical model on which the SESII-W is based. Previous studies recommend the use of eight sub-factors for they provide more information about the different manifestations of sexual excitation and inhibition in women and because the fit of the model worsened by including higher order factors ([@bib0055], [@bib0100], [@bib0240]). According to the results of this work, the use of the two-factor structure is recommended because it is simpler and shows a good fit and better indicators of reliability and external validity, as well as eight factors if more specific information about the sexual excitation and sexual inhibition in women is required.

Although the factor structure of this study is very similar to the original one, it should be noted that the sub-factor *Setting*, which belonged to SE in the original, is part of SI in the adaptation. The items in *Setting* evaluate the ability to become sexually excited/inhibited in anticipation of possible external threats that can affect sexual response ([@bib0120]). Sexual inhibition is thus expected to increase in the presence of a perceived external threat ([@bib0030]). Moreover, one of the most important mechanisms of sexual inhibition in women is social pressure ([@bib0020], [@bib0100]), which is part of the content of these items. According to [@bib0010], the possibility of the existence of different types of sexual inhibition due to a lack of understanding of the nature and specificity of this response should be left open; especially in women. Therefore, we propose to further study sexual inhibition in women.

In accordance with the DCM, sexual excitation and sexual inhibition are relatively independent. As in the original version, its adaptation for the German population ([@bib0240]) and the present study, the correlations between the excitation and inhibition factors were low or nonexistent in both samples. This confirms the relative independence between sexual excitation and sexual inhibition ([@bib0020]). Furthermore, the present study revealed positive correlations between the SE sub-factors *Arousability, Smell*, and *Partner Characteristics*, with the SI sub-factor, C*oncerns about Sexual Function* in Sample 1 and *Partner Characteristics* with *Concerns about Sexual Function* in Sample 2 (similar to [@bib0240]). Almost in all cases, the items *Arousability, Smell*, and *Partner Characteristics*, refer to the excitation produced by another person. This is not incompatible with a certain inhibition stemming from concern about one\'s own sexual functioning, which can be derived, among other things, from performance anxiety ([@bib0080]), high expectations ([@bib0205]) or high sexual perfectionism ([@bib0225]).

Overall, the reliability of the Spanish version of the SESII-W was adequate. Both the two higher-order factors as well as the eight sub-factors showed satisfactory internal consistency, except for *Sexual Power Dynamics* in Sample 1 and *Concerns about Sexual Function* in Sample 2. Items 5, 25, and 26 in *Sexual Power Dynamics* evaluate the potential impact of the use of physical force or domination in a sexual situation ([@bib0100]). All of the women in Sample 1 were born in the nineties, a decade in Spain in which there was a generational change in behaviors and attitudes ([@bib0085]). In recent years, young people have become more progressive and increasingly in favor of a more equal relationship between men and women ([@bib0095]). This is particularly true of women, especially those with a higher education level ([@bib0005]). As for the low reliability of *Concerns about Sexual Function* in Sample 2, this may be due to the higher mean age of this group. This factor may involve a better understanding of the body, of desire, of the couple and an increased acceptance of sexuality ([@bib0045]). Consequently, these items may not represent them faithfully. Low reliability in factor *Concerns about Sexual Function* is consistent with the results obtained in the original study ([@bib0100]) and in Dutch ([@bib0055]) and German ([@bib0240]) adaptations. Both in this study and in the original ([@bib0100]), sexual excitation factors showed higher reliability values than those of sexual inhibition.

To obtain evidence of external validity, the SESII-W scores were correlated with sexual sensation seeking, erotophilia, age at first sexual intercourse, and number of sexual partners. The effect of age was controlled in the general population sample (Sample 2), since its effect on sexual excitation and sexual inhibition has been demonstrated ([@bib0020], [@bib0240]), as well as on sexual difficulties in women (e.g., [@bib0115], [@bib0220]). Correlations between SESII-W scores and the aforementioned variables revealed adequate evidence of validity of its measures, following the expected direction according to the hypotheses. Similarly to what happens in the original study ([@bib0100]) and [@bib0055] and [@bib0240] adaptations, the lowest correlations are obtained between the sub-factor *Concerns about Sexual Function*, sexual sensation seeking and erotophilia. As hypothesized, higher scores for SE were related to a younger age of sexual debut, whereas the opposite occurred in the case of SI scores. These results are in line with other studies ([@bib0110], [@bib0195]), in which participants indicated sexual excitation as a factor that predisposed an early initiation of sexual intercourse. On the other hand, in both samples, SE was positively associated with the number of sexual partners. These results are consistent with previous studies, where sexual excitation is a predisposing factor for having sex with a higher number of sexual partners (see [@bib0110]). Thus, sexual excitation positively predicted sex with multiple partners in a sample of university women ([@bib0195]), and a higher number of sexual partners was associated with higher SE in women from the general population ([@bib0180]).

In short, the Spanish version of the SESII-W has adequate psychometric guarantees and is a reliable and useful instrument for the assessment of sexual excitation in Spanish women, both in research and clinical practice. This scale provides a global score of SE and SI, as well as each of its sub-factors, and permits the interpretation of various components of sexual excitation and sexual inhibition. However, this study also had certain limitations. Although the participants were women with different sociodemographic characteristics, the sample was incidental, which does not allow the generalization of the results to the general Spanish population. In addition, all participants were heterosexual. Likewise, a measure of sexual functioning like the *Female Sexual Function Index* (FSFI; [@bib0200]), that would allow to know the prediction capacity and to bring validity clues on the Spanish version SESII-W, was not included. Another aspect to consider is the limited privacy of participants while answering the scales in class or in centers, as well as the possible social desirability that may be present. It is recommended to consider these aspects in future studies. Future research should expand the study of SI in women. The scale should also be improved to include more items in the sub-factor *Smell.* The review of those factors with lower reliability is suggested in future studies. Additionally, it would be necessary to apply the scale to a sample of non-heterosexual women, a clinical population, and also females at sexual risk.
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[^1]: *Note.* Sample 1 = university students (data above the diagonal); Sample 2 = general population (data under the diagonal).

[^2]: *p* \< .01.

[^3]: *p* \< .05.

[^4]: *Note.* Mean (*M*). Standard Deviation (*SD*). Item Total-Correlation (*r*^*c*^~*i-t*~). Cronbach\'s alpha if item deleted (*α-i*). Cronbach\'s alpha factor (*α*).

[^5]: *Note*. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2 (at four weeks); T3 = Time 3 (at eight weeks). Sample 1 = university students; Sample 2 = general population. Significance of all correlations *p* \< .01.

[^6]: *Note.* Sample 1: university students. Sample 2: general population.

[^7]: *p* \< .01.

[^8]: *p* \< .05.
